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Jayme Jonas

From: Greg & Carol Helland [gregandcarol.helland@verizon.net]

Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 200712:24 AM

To: Planning Commission

Subject: Comments on the Overlake Neighborhood Plan

Importance: High

Please find attached our written comments for inclusion prior to the close of the public hearing record on the
above-referenced policy and development guide amendments.

-
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June18,2007

RedmondPlanningCommissioners viae-mail

Re:OverlakeNeighborhoodPlanUpdate

The OverlakeNeighborhoodPlanupdateprocesshasnotbeenadequatelyinformedby
neighborhoodinputor transportationandvisualanalysis.Theprocessshouldbesloweddownand
it shouldinvolveresidentialas wellascommercialstakeholders.BeforethePlanningCommission
makesa finalrecommendationto theCityCouncil,theprocessshouldalsobeinformedby
additionaltransportationanalysis,includingdirectionfromtheoutcomeof thescheduledfall vote
on lightrail,byvisualanalysisandbycross-jurisdictionalcollaborationwiththeCityof Bellevue.

PublicParticipation

Activeparticipation(FW-1)andstrongcommunicationbetweenresidentsandtheCity(FW-18)are
requiredelementsof the ParticipationFrameworkPoliciescontainedin theComprehensivePlan.
Thisdid notoccuras partof theOverlakeNeighborhoodPlanupdateprocess.

Thescopeof thechangeswerenotadequatelydescribedto "encourageactivepublicparticipation
by all membersof theRedmondCommunity"as is requiredwhenplanningfor Redmond'sfuture
(FW-1). Staffpresentationsto the PlanningCommissionandtheTechnicalCommitteereport
describetheproposedamendmentsas"clarificationsandenhancements"to policyadoptedin
1999. TechnicalCommitteeReport;p. 1. Detailedreviewof theproposedchangesandtheSEIS
indicatesmuchmoresubstantivemodificationsareproposed.

First,mapchangeswerenotadequatelydepictedin noticematerials.TheViewpoint
NeighborhoodwassubsumedintotheOverlakeNeighborhoodaspartof theoriginal1999
amendmentpackage.Theneighborhoodboundarieswerechangedsothat interrelatedimpacts
andbenefitscouldbe morefully analyzedandaddressed.As a result,theexistingComprehensive
Planmapfor theOverlakeNeighborhoodincludestheViewpointareawithinitsboundaries.The
currentproposedactionre-segmentstheViewpointareafromtheOverlakeNeighborhoodand
reversesa componentof thevisionthatwasadoptedin 1999.SEIS,p.45. However,themaps
containedin thenotificationmaterialsalreadyexcludetheViewpointareafromtheOverlake
Neighborhood.Themapsincludedwiththenoticematerialspre-supposethemapamendmentthat
is partof theproposedactioncurrentlybeforethePlanningCommission.

Second,theplanningstaffpresupposedtheoutcomeof themapchangeandeffectivelyexcluded
Viewpointarearesidentsfrominvolvementin theOverlakeNeighborhoodprocess.As a result,
residentsof theViewpointareaof theOverlakeNeighborhoodwerenotgiventheopportunityto be
involvedin thereview,preparationandadoptionof theneighborhoodplanasrequiredby NP-2:

· Residentsof theOverlakeNeighborhoodwerenotincludedin thedialogue.Meetingswith
stakeholdersfocusedexclusivelyon propertyownersor managers,commercialbrokers,
businessownersor managers,andemployeesinOverlake.SEISp.10; para.1.7.1.1.The
SEISindicatesthatpublicnoticesweresentregardingCharettesto residentsof Overlakeand
Grasslawn.However,nogeneralnoticemailingoccurredto residentsof theViewpointareaof
theOverlakeNeighborhood.VerifiedviatelephoneconversationwithLoriPeckol,Policy
PlanningManager.
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· Theconversationregardingthefutureof theOverlakeNeighborhoodis notbalanced.To-
date,theconversationhasbeenone-sided:dominatedbythestakeholderswhostandto
benefitfromthe increaseddimensionalflexibilityandallocationof squarefootagewithout
engagingthe residentialstakeholderswhowillbearsignificantimpactsassociatedwiththe
growthproposed.

The ViewpointandOverlakeresidentialCAC'sareconstitutedandpreparingto begintheir
evaluationof the residentialareasof theOverlakeNeighborhood.Thesevolunteersshouldbe
briefedontheOverlakeNeighborhoodPlanandgiventimeto makea recommendationto the
PlanningCommissionbeforethe PlanningCommissioncompletestheirfinalrecommendationto
Council. Participationfromtheneighborhoodasa whole(includingtheresidentialstakeholders)
did notoccurfor thedevelopmentof theOverlakeNeighborhoodUpdateandis notconsistentwith
thecultureof dialoguecontemplatedby FrameworkPolicyFW-3.Thepublicparticipationand
outreachthathasoccurredis notconsistentwiththerequirementsof theComprehensivePlan.

Transportation
Transportationimpactsassociatedwithresidentialunitsandcommercialsquarefootagemustbe
evaluatedfor theentireOverlakeNeighborhood.

· Impactson theGrasslawnNeighborhoodwereevaluated.
· ImpactsontheViewpointareaof theOverlakeNeighborhoodwerenotevaluated. A

significantnumberof residentialunitsarecontemplatedtooccurin OverlakeVillageas a
resultof proposednewdimensionalflexibility.Yet,thereis noanalysisthatdescribesthe
impactsto residentsof ViewpointwhotravelthroughOverlakeVillage(onNE24thStreet)to
gainaccessto theregionaltransportationsystem(SR520).

TransportationanalysisthatincludesViewpointis necessaryfor thePlanningCommissionto fully
understandthe rangeof impactson Redmondresidentsandtoensureimplementationstrategies
(includinginfrastructurefinancing,developercontributionsanddevelopmentphasing)are inplace
at thetimeof planadoption. Additionaltransportationanalysisis necessaryto identifythe
improvementsthatwouldbe neededto protectneighborhoods(FW-25).Noadditionalresidential
or officedevelopmentshouldbeentitledbeforeanappropriatefinancialplanis preparedand
projectsarefundedto supportgrowthso thattheCitycanensurethatthecostofcapitalfacility
improvementsareborneinproportionto the benefitreceive(FW-29).

Actionshouldwaitfor theoutcomeof the SoundTransitlightrailvotein fall2007. Increasesin
bothcommercialsquarefootageandhousingunitsare likelyto havesignificantimpactson
transportationfromthesinglefamilyareasof theOverlakeNeighborhoodto regionaltransportation
facilities(SR520and1-90viaWestLakeSammamishParkway).Transportationanalysisincluded
in theSEISassumeslightrailwillbe in place. Sincethevoteonconstructionof SoundTransitlight
rail is scheduledfor Fall2007,themostprudentcourseof actionwouldbeto delaythePlanning
Commissionrecommendationon theplanuntilthetransitvoteis taken. At a minimum,additional
heightto facilitatehousingandadditionalcommercialsquarefootageshouldnotbeentitleduntil
transportationis plannedandfunded. Landusemustbelinkedto transportationinfrastructure.

r

VisualAnalvsis
Thehousingunittargetsadoptedin 1999for OverlakeVillagecannotbeachievedwithout
additionalbuildingheightallowances.AmendmentsrequestedbyGroupHealthproposeheight
limitsupto 12stories. Impactsassociatedwiththeincreasedheightlimitscannotbeevaluatedby
thePlanningCommission(orstakeholdersinvolvedin theprocess)in theabsenceof a visual
analysisthataccuratelydepictstheultimateheightsthatareproposed.
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Cross-JurisdictionalCollaboration

Thecitiesof RedmondandBellevuehaveanobligationto coordinateplanningalongtheir
jurisdictionalboundaries.At theJune13meeting,PlanningCommissionmembersacknowledged
thatmostresidentsdo not knowwherethejurisdictionalcity limitsarefortheCityof Redmond.
However,residentsshouldnothaveto knowthis information- jurisdictionallinesshouldbe
transparent.As contemplatedin ComprehensivePlanpolicyFW-25,interestsof Redmondand
Bellevueandnearbyresidentialareasshouldall betakenintoaccountwhenplanningfor the
transportationfutureof thisarea. Bellevueis onlyaboutsixmonthsbehindin itsplanningefforts
for areasof Overlakethat liewithinBellevuejurisdiction.Newcommercialsquarefootagecould
notbe entitledin theRedmondareaof Overlakeuntil2012in theabsenceof an amendmentto the
BROTSinterlocalagreementbetweenBellevueandRedmond.It is irresponsiblefor these
planningeffortsto be runoutof sinc- theyshouldrunincollaborationinanefforttooptimize
regionaltransportationinvestmentin theOverlakearea(irrespectiveof jurisdictionallines)andto
minimizeimpactson andmaintainstabilityof adjacentresidentialareasin bothcities.

TheOverlakeNeighborhoodplanis anexampleof balkanizedplanning.Theprocesshasdivided
commercialpropertyownersandresidentialpropertyowners,andRedmondplanningfrom
Bellevueplanning.Effectiveplansincludebroadstakeholderengagementso thattheendproduct
truly reflectsa sharedvisionfor thefutureof a place. Therealisticoutcomeof thecurrentOverlake
planningprocessis thatnearby,existing,singlefamilyneighborhoodswill be impactedbytraffic;
RedmondandBellevuewill competefor regionaltransportationinfrastructureandfunding;and,
somecommercialpropertyownerswill beupzonewinnersandsomewill be losers. However,
theseoutcomesshouldbedecidedwiththeinvolvementof thefull arrayof propertystakeholders,
withthebenefitof thebestinformationpossibleandwiththegoodof theregion(notjust a single
jurisdictionor a singlestakeholdergroup)firmlyin mind. Withouttheseessentialparts,thevision
will notbesharedand it will bedifficult,if not impossible,to implement.Redmondshouldbe a
leaderincollaborativeplanningfor thebenefitof its residents.

Redmondis committedto remaininga communityof goodneighbors,workingtogetherandwith
othersin the regionto implementa commonvisionfor Redmond'sfuture. (ComprehensivePlan;
RedmondGoals).ThePlanningCommissionshouldhelpto ensurethatthisplanningeffortis a
success.Slowdowntheprocess,involvetheresidentialstakeholdersfromtheCACsthathave
beenformedfor theresidentialareasof theOverlakeNeighborhood(includingViewpoint),sincthe
RedmondplanningeffortwiththeBellevueplanningeffortfor theOverlakearea,expandthe
transportationanalysis,be informedby theoutcomeof theSoundTransitlightrailvoteandrequire
a visualanalysisthatdepictstheheightof thebuildingformsthatyouarebeingaskedto enable.
Then,developa recommendationthattakesintoaccountthegoodof thecommunityasa whole
(FW-2).

Weappreciatethetimeandcommitmentthatyoumakeas PlanningCommissionerandappreciate
yourconsiderationof theissuesraisein this letter.

Respectfully,
-

CarolandGregHelland
2626-18151AveNE
ViewpointAreaof theOverlakeNeighborhood
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Jayme Jonas

From: Alonda Williams [alondaw@microsoft.com]

Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2007 8:16 PM

To: Jayme Jonas

Subject: Overlake plan

June18, 2007

RedmondPlanningCommissioners
c/o RobOdle,PlanningDirector

viae-mail

Re:OverlakeNeighborhoodPlanUpdate

TheOverlakeNeighborhoodPlanupdateprocesshasnotbeenadequatelyinformedbyneighborhoodinputor
transportationandvisualanalysis.Theprocessshouldbesloweddownandit shouldinvolveresidentialaswellas
commercialstakeholders.BeforethePlanningCommissionmakesa final recommendationto theCityCouncil,the
processshouldalsobe informedbyadditionaltransportationanalysis,includingdirectionfromtheoutcomeof the
scheduledfall voteon lightrail,byvisualanalysisandbycross-jurisdictionalcollaborationwiththeCityof Bellevue.

PublicParti.QiRatiQn
Activeparticipation(FW-1)andstrongcommunicationbetweenresidentsandtheCity(FW-18)arerequired
elementsof theParticipationFrameworkPoliciescontainedin theComprehensivePlan. Thisdid notoccuraspart
of the OverlakeNeighborhoodPlanupdateprocess.

,-
Thescopeof thechangeswerenotadequatelydescribedto "encourageactivepublicparticipationbyallmembers
of the RedmondCommunity"as is requiredwhenplanningfor Redmond'sfuture(FW-1).Staffpresentationsto the
PlanningCommissionandtheTechnicalCommitteereportdescribetheproposedamendmentsas"clarifications
andenhancements"to policyadoptedin 1999. TechnicalCommitteeReport;p. 1. Detailedreviewof theproposed
changesandtheSEISindicatesmuchmoresubstantivemodificationsareproposed.

First,mapchangeswerenotadequatelydepictedin noticematerials.TheViewpointNeighborhoodwassubsumed
intotheOverlakeNeighborhoodaspartof theoriginal1999amendmentpackage.Theneighborhoodboundaries
werechangedsothatinterrelatedimpactsandbenefitscouldbemorefullyanalyzedandaddressed.As a result,
theexistingComprehensivePlanmapfor theOverlakeNeighborhoodincludestheViewpointareawithinits
boundaries.Thecurrentproposedactionre-segmentstheViewpointareafromtheOverlakeNeighborhoodand
reversesa componentof thevisionthatwasadoptedin 1999.SEIS,p.45. However,themapscontainedin the
notificationmaterialsalreadyexcludetheViewpointareafromtheOverlakeNeighborhood.Themapsincludedwith
thenoticematerialspre-supposethemapamendmentthatis partof theproposedactioncurrentlybeforethe
PlanningCommission.

Second,theplanningstaffpresupposedtheoutcomeof themapchangeandeffectivelyexcludedViewpointarea
residentsfrominvolvementin theOverlakeNeighborhoodprocess.As a result,residentsof theViewpointareaof
theOverlakeNeighborhoodwerenotgiventheopportunityto beinvolvedin thereview,preparationandadoptionof
theneighborhoodplanasrequiredby NP-2:

· Residentsof theOverlakeNeighborhoodwerenotincludedin thedialogue.Meetingswithstakeholders
focusedexclusivelyonpropertyownersor managers,commercialbrokers,businessownersor managers,and
employeesinOverlake.SEISp.10;para.1.7.1.1. TheSEISindicatesthatpublicnoticesweresentregarding
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Charettesto residentsof OverlakeandGrasslawn.However,nogeneralnoticemailingoccurredto residentsof
theViewpointareaof theOverlakeNeighborhood.Verifiedvia telephoneconversationwithLoriPeckol,Policy
PlanningManager.

· Theconversationregardingthefutureof theOverlakeNeighborhoodis notbalanced.To-date,the
conversationhasbeenone-sided:dominatedbythestakeholderswhostandto benefitfromtheincreased
dimensionalflexibilityandallocationof squarefootagewithoutengagingthe residentialstakeholderswhowill
bearsignificantimpactsassociatedwiththegrowthproposed.

TheViewpointandOverlakeresidentialCAC'sareconstitutedandpreparingto begintheirevaluationof the
residentialareasof theOverlakeNeighborhood.Thesevolunteersshouldbe briefedon theOverlake
NeighborhoodPlanandgiventimeto makea recommendationto thePlanningCommissionbeforethePlanning
Commissioncompletestheirfinalrecommendationto Council.Participationfromtheneighborhoodasa whole
(includingthe residentialstakeholders)did notoccurfor thedevelopmentof theOverlakeNeighborhoodUpdate
andis not consistentwiththecultureof dialoguecontemplatedby FrameworkPolicyFW-3. Thepublicparticipation
andoutreachthathasoccurredis notconsistentwiththe requirementsof theComprehensivePlan.

TransRortatiQO
Transportationimpactsassociatedwithresidentialunitsandcommercialsquarefootagemustbeevaluatedforthe
entireOverlakeNeighborhood.

· Impactson theGrasslawnNeighborhoodwereevaluated.
· Impactson theViewpointareaof theOverlakeNeighborhoodwerenotevaluated. A significantnumberof

residentialunitsarecontemplatedto occurin OverlakeVillageas a resultof proposednewdimensional
flexibility.Yet,thereis no analysisthatdescribesthe impactsto residentsof Viewpointwhotravelthrough
OverlakeVillage(onNE24thStreet)to gainaccessto the regionaltransportationsystem(SR520).

Transportationanalysisthat includesViewpointis necessaryfor thePlanningCommissionto fullyunderstandthe
rangeof impactson Redmondresidentsandto ensureimplementationstrategies(includinginfrastructurefinancing,
developercontributionsanddevelopmentphasing)are inplaceat thetimeof planadoption. Additional
transportationanalysisis necessaryto identifythe improvementsthatwouldbe neededto protectneighborhoods
(FW-25).Noadditionalresidentialorofficedevelopmentshouldbeentitledbeforean appropriatefinancialplanis
preparedandprojectsarefundedto supportgrowthso thattheCitycanensurethatthecostofcapitalfacility
improvementsarebornein proportionto thebenefitreceive(FW-29).

Actionshouldwaitfor theoutcomeof theSoundTransitlightrailvoteinfall 2007. Increasesinbothcommercial
squarefootageandhousingunitsarelikelyto havesignificantimpactsontransportationfromthesinglefamily
areasof theOverlakeNeighborhoodto regionaltransportationfacilities(SR520and1-90viaWestLake
SammamishParkway).Transportationanalysisincludedin theSEISassumeslightrailwill be in place. Sincethe
voteon constructionof SoundTransitlightrail is scheduledfor Fall2007,themostprudentcourseof actionwould
beto delaythe PlanningCommissionrecommendationon theplanuntilthetransitvoteis taken. At a minimum,
additionalheightto facilitatehousingandadditionalcommercialsquarefootageshouldnotbeentitleduntil
transportationis plannedandfunded. Landusemustbelinkedto transportationinfrastructure.

VisualAnalysis
Thehousingunittargetsadoptedin 1999for OverlakeVillagecannotbeachievedwithoutadditionalbuildingheight
allowances.AmendmentsrequestedbyGroupHealthproposeheightlimitsupto 12stories. Impactsassociated
withthe increasedheightlimitscannotbeevaluatedby thePlanningCommission(orstakeholdersinvolvedin the -
process)in theabsenceof a visualanalysisthataccuratelydepictstheultimateheightsthatareproposed.

Cross-JurisdictionalCollaboration
Thecitiesof RedmondandBellevuehaveanobligationtocoordinateplanningalongtheirjurisdictionalboundaries.
At theJune13meeting,PlanningCommissionmembersacknowledgedthatmostresidentsdo notknowwherethe
jurisdictionalcity limitsarefor theCityof Redmond.However,residentsshouldnothaveto knowthis information-
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jurisdictionallinesshouldbetransparent.AscontemplatedinComprehensivePlanpolicyFW-25,interestsof
RedmondandBellevueandnearbyresidentialareasshouldall betakenintoaccountwhenplanningfor the

r transportationfutureof thisarea. Bellevueis onlyaboutsixmonthsbehindin itsplanningeffortsfor areasof
OverlakethatliewithinBellevuejurisdiction.Newcommercialsquarefootagecouldnotbeentitledin theRedmond
areaof Overlakeuntil2012in theabsenceof an amendmentto theBROTSinterlocalagreementbetweenBellevue
andRedmond.It is irresponsiblefor theseplanningeffortsto berunoutof sinc- theyshouldrunincollaborationin
an efforttooptimizeregionaltransportationinvestmentin theOverlakearea(irrespectiveof jurisdictionallines)and
to minimizeimpactson andmaintainstabilityof adjacentresidentialareasin bothcities.

TheOverlakeNeighborhoodplanis anexampleof balkanizedplanning.Theprocesshasdividedcommercial
propertyownersandresidentialpropertyowners,andRedmondplanningfromBellevueplanning.Effectiveplans
includebroadstakeholderengagementso that theendproducttrulyreflectsa sharedvisionforthefutureof a
place. Therealisticoutcomeof thecurrentOverlakeplanningprocessis thatnearby,existing:singlefamily
neighborhoodswill be impactedbytraffic;RedmondandBellevuewillcompetefor regionaltransportation
infrastructureandfunding;and,somecommercialpropertyoWnerswill be upzonewinnersandsomewillbe
losers. However,theseoutcomesshouldbedecidedwiththeinvolvementof thefull arrayof propertystakeholders,
withthebenefitof thebestinformationpossibleandwiththegoodof the region(notjust a singlejurisdictionor a
singlestakeholdergroup)firmlyin mind. Withouttheseessentialparts,thevisionwill notbesharedandit willbe
difficult,if not impossible,to implement.Redmondshouldbea leaderincollaborativeplanningfor thebenefitof its
residents.

Redmondis committedto remaininga communityofgoodneighbors,workingtogetherandwithothersin theregion
to implementa commonvisionfor Redmond'sfuture. (ComprehensivePlan;RedmondGoals).ThePlanning
Commissionshouldhelptoensurethatthisplanningeffortis a success.Slowdowntheprocess,involvethe

r residentialstakeholdersfromtheCACsthathavebeenformedforthe residentialareasof theOverlake
Neighborhood(includingViewpoint),sinctheRedmondplanningeffortwiththeBellevueplanningeffortforthe
Overlakearea,expandthetransportationanalysis,be informedbytheoutcomeof theSoundTransitlightrailvote
andrequirea visualanalysisthatdepictstheheightof thebuildingformsthatyouarebeingaskedto enable.
Then,developa recommendationthattakesintoaccountthegoodof thecommunityasa whole(FW-2).

Weappreciatethetimeandcommitmentthatyoumakeas PlanningCommissionerandappreciateyour
considerationof the issuesraisein this letter.

Respectfully,

AlondaandByronWilliams
18612NE25thSt
ViewpointAreaof theOverlakeNeighborhood

-
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Jayme Jonas
r

From: bestes4@comcast.net

Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2007 10:38 PM

To: Planning Commission

Subject: Overlake Neighborhood Plan update

Planning Commission:

We support the comments reflected by the Hellands, regarding the Overlake Plan update as outlined in
the attacheddocument.

Sincerely,

The Browns

The Brae Bum Community
Redmond, WA

06/20/2007



June18,2007

RedmondPlanningCommissioners
c/o RobOdle,PlanningDirector

viae-mail

Re:OverlakeNeighborhoodPlanUpdate

TheOverlakeNeighborhoodPlanupdateprocesshasnotbeenadequatelyinformedby
neighborhoodinputor transportationandvisualanalysis.Theprocessshouldbesloweddownand
it shouldinvolveresidentialaswellascommercialstakeholders.BeforethePlanningCommission
makesa finalrecommendationto theCityCouncil,theprocessshouldalsobe informedby
additionaltransportationanalysis,includingdirectionfromtheoutcomeof thescheduledfall vote
on lightrail,by visualanalysisandbycross-jurisdictionalcollaborationwiththeCityof Bellevue.

PublicParticipation
Activeparticipation(FW-1)andstrongcommunicationbetweenresidentsandtheCity(FW-18)are
requiredelementsof theParticipationFrameworkPoliciescontainedin theComprehensivePlan.
Thisdid notoccuras partof theOverlakeNeighborhoodPlanupdateprocess.

Thescopeof thechangeswerenotadequatelydescribedto "encourageactivepublicparticipation
by all membersof theRedmondCommunity"as is requiredwhenplanningfor Redmond'sfuture
(FW-1). Staffpresentationsto thePlanningCommissionandtheTechnicalCommitteereport
describetheproposedamendmentsas "clarificationsandenhancements"to policyadoptedin
1999. TechnicalCommitteeReport;p. 1. Detailedreviewof theproposedchangesandtheSEIS
indicatesmuchmoresubstantivemodificationsareproposed.

First,mapchangeswerenotadequatelydepictedin noticematerials.TheViewpoint
NeighborhoodwassubsumedintotheOverlakeNeighborhoodaspartof theoriginal1999
amendmentpackage.Theneighborhoodboundarieswerechangedsothatinterrelatedimpacts
andbenefitscouldbe morefullyanalyzedandaddressed.As a result,theexistingComprehensive
Planmapfor theOverlakeNeighborhoodincludestheViewpointareawithinitsboundaries.The
currentproposedactionre-segmentstheViewpointareafromtheOverlakeNeighborhoodand
reversesa componentof thevisionthatwasadoptedin 1999.SEIS,p.45. However,themaps
containedin thenotificationmaterialsalreadyexcludetheViewpointareafromtheOverlake
Neighborhood.Themapsincludedwiththenoticematerialspre-supposethemapamendmentthat
is partof theproposedactioncurrentlybeforethePlanningCommission.

Second,theplanningstaffpresupposedtheoutcomeof themapchangeandeffectivelyexcluded
Viewpointarearesidentsfrominvolvementin theOverlakeNeighborhoodprocess.As a result,
residentsof theViewpointareaof theOverlakeNeighborhoodwerenotgiventheopportunityto be
involvedin the review,preparationandadoptionof theneighborhoodplanasrequiredbyNP-2:

· Residentsof theOverlakeNeighborhoodwerenotincludedin thedialogue.Meetingswith
stakeholdersfocusedexclusivelyon propertyownersor managers,commercialbrokers,
businessownersor managers,andemployeesin Overlake.SEISp.10;para.1.7.1.1.The
SEISindicatesthatpublicnoticesweresentregardingCharettesto residentsof Overlakeand
Grasslawn.However,nogeneralnoticemailingoccurredto residentsof theViewpointareaof
theOverlakeNeighborhood.Verifiedvia telephoneconversationwithLoriPeckol,Policy
PlanningManager.
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· Theconversationregardingthe futureof theOverlakeNeighborhoodis notbalanced.To-
date,theconversationhasbeenone-sided:dominatedby thestakeholderswhostandto

r benefitfromthe increaseddimensionalflexibilityandallocationof squarefootagewithout
engagingtheresidentialstakeholderswhowillbearsignificantimpactsassociatedwiththe
growthproposed.

The ViewpointandOverlakeresidentialCAC'sareconstitutedandpreparingto begintheir
evaluationof theresidentialareasof the OverlakeNeighborhood.Thesevolunteersshouldbe
briefedontheOverlakeNeighborhoodPlanandgiventimeto makea recommendationto the
PlanningCommissionbeforethe PlanningCommissioncompletestheirfinalrecommendationto
Council. Participationfromtheneighborhoodasa whole(includingtheresidentialstakeholders)
did notoccurforthedevelopmentof theOverlakeNeighborhoodUpdateandis notconsistentwith
thecultureof dialoguecontemplatedby FrameworkPolicyFW-3. Thepublicparticipationand
outreachthathasoccurredis notconsistentwiththerequirementsof theComprehensivePlan.

Transportation

Transportationimpactsassociatedwithresidentialunitsandcommercialsquarefootagemustbe
evaluatedfor theentireOverlakeNeighborhood.

· ImpactsontheGrasslawnNeighborhoodwereevaluated.
· ImpactsontheViewpointareaof theOverlakeNeighborhoodwerenotevaluated. A

significantnumberof residentialunitsarecontemplatedto occurin OverlakeVillageasa
resultof proposednewdimensionalflexibility.Yet,thereis no analysisthatdescribesthe
impactsto residentsof ViewpointwhotravelthroughOverlakeVillage(onNE24thStreet)to
gainaccessto theregionaltransportationsystem(SR520).

Transportationanalysisthat includesViewpointis necessaryfor thePlanningCommissionto fully
/"' understandtherangeof impactson Redmondresidentsandtoensureimplementationstrategies

(includinginfrastructurefinancing,developercontributionsanddevelopmentphasing)are inplace
at thetimeof planadoption. Additionaltransportationanalysisis necessaryto identifythe
improvementsthatwouldbeneededto prot~ctneighborhoods(FW-25).Noadditionalresidential
or officedevelopmentshouldbeentitledbeforeanarpropriatefinancialplanis preparedand
projectsarefundedto supportgrowthso thattheCitycanensurethatthecostofcapitalfacility
improvementsarebornein proportionto thebenefitreceive(FW-29).

Actionshouldwaitfortheoutcomeof theSoundTransitlightrailvotein fall2007. Increasesin
bothcommercialsquarefootageandhousingunitsare likelyto havesignificantimpactson
transportationfromthesinglefamilyareasof theOverlakeNeighborhoodto regionaltransportation
facilities(SR520and1-90viaWestLakeSammamishParkway).Transportationanalysisincluded
in theSEISassumeslightrailwillbe in place. Sincethevoteon constructionof SoundTransitlight
rail is scheduledfor Fall2007,themostprudentcourseof actionwouldbeto delaythePlanning
Commissionrecommendationontheplanuntilthe transitvoteis taken. At a minimum,additional
heightto facilitatehousingandadditionalcommercialsquarefootageshouldnotbeentitleduntil
transportationis plannedandfunded. Landusemustbe linkedto transportationinfrastructure.

VisualAnalysis
The housingunittargetsadoptedin 1999for OverlakeVillagecannotbeachievedwithout
additionalbuildingheightallowances.AmendmentsrequestedbyGroupHealthproposeheight
limitsupto 12stories. Impactsassociatedwiththe increasedheightlimitscannotbeevaluatedby
the PlanningCommission(orstakeholdersinvolvedin theprocess)in theabsenceof a visual
analysisthataccuratelydepictstheultimateheightsthatareproposed.

-



Cross-JurisdictionalCollaboration

Thecitiesof RedmondandBellevuehaveanobligationto coordinateplanningalongtheir
jurisdictionalboundaries.At theJune13meeting,PlanningCommissionmembersacknowledged
that mostresidentsdo notknowwherethejurisdictionalcity limitsarefor theCityof Redmond.
However,residentsshouldnothaveto knowthis information- jurisdictionallinesshouldbe
transparent.As contemplatedin ComprehensivePlanpolicyFW-25,interestsof Redmondand
Bellevueandnearbyresidentialareasshouldall betakenintoaccountwhenplanningforthe
transportationfutureof thisarea. Bellevueis onlyaboutsixmonthsbehindin its planningefforts
for areasof Overlakethat liewithinBellevuejurisdiction.Newcommercialsquarefootagecould
notbeentitledin theRedmondareaof Overlakeuntil2012in theabsenceof an amendmentto the
BROTSinterlocalagreementbetweenBellevueandRedmond.It is irresponsiblefor these
planningeffortsto be runoutof sine- theyshouldrunincollaborationinaneffortto optimize
regionaltransportationinvestmentin theOverlakearea(irrespectiveofjurisdictionallines)andto
minimizeimpactson andmaintainstabilityof adjacentresidentialareasinbothcities.

TheOverlakeNeighborhoodplanis anexampleof balkanizedplanning.Theprocesshasdivided
commercialpropertyownersandresidentialpropertyowners,andRedmondplanningfrom
Bellevueplanning.Effectiveplansincludebroadstakeholderengagementso thattheendproduct
truly reflectsa sharedvisionfor thefutureof a place. Therealisticoutcomeof thecurrentOverlake
planningprocessis thatnearby,existing,singlefamilyneighborhoodswill be impactedby traffic;
RedmondandBellevuewillcompetefor regionaltransportationinfrastructureandfunding;and,
somecommercialpropertyownerswill beupzonewinnersandsomewillbe losers. However,
theseoutcomesshouldbedecidedwiththe involvementof thefull arrayof propertystakeholders,
with thebenefitof thebestinformationpossibleandwiththegoodof theregion(notjust a single
jurisdictionor a singlestakeholdergroup)firmlyin mind. Withouttheseessentialparts,thevision
will not besharedandit will bedifficult,if not impossible,to implement.Redmondshouldbea
leaderincollaborativeplanningfor thebenefitof its residents.

""""'

Redmondis committedto remaininga communityof goodneighbors,workingtogetherandwith
othersin the regionto implementa commonvisionfor Redmond'sfuture. (ComprehensivePlan;
RedmondGoals). ThePlanningCommissionshouldhelpto ensurethatthisplanningeffortisa
success. Slowdowntheprocess,involvethe residentialstakeholdersfromtheCACsthathave
beenformedfor the residentialareasof theOverlakeNeighborhood(includingViewpoint),sinethe
RedmondplanningeffortwiththeBellevueplanningeffortfor theOverlakearea,expandthe
transportationanalysis,be informedbytheoutcomeof theSoundTransitlightrailvoteandrequire
a visualanalysisthatdepictstheheightof thebuildingformsthatyouarebeingaskedtoenable.
Then,developa recommendationthattakesintoaccountthegoodof thecommunityas a whole
(FW-2).

We appreciatethe timeandcommitmentthatyoumakeas PlanningCommissionerandappreciate
yourconsiderationof theissuesraisein this letter.

Respectfully,
-

CarolandGregHelland
2626-181s1 AveNE
ViewpointAreaof theOverlakeNeighborhood



. , Page 1 of 1

Lori Peckol
r

From: Laura Modawell [Iaura.modawell@verizon.net]

Sent: Wednesday, June 20,20073:12 PM

To: Planning Commission

Subject: Overlake Neighborhood Plan Update

LadiesandGentlemenon thePlanningCommission:

Asaresidentof theViewpointneighborhood,wewouldliketoechothewordsofCarolandGregHeliend:Slowdowntheprocess,
involvetheresidentialstakeholdersfromtheCACsthathavebeenformedfortheresidentialareasof theOverlakeNeighborhood
(includingViewpoint),sinctheRedmondplanningeffortwiththeBelievueplanningeffortfortheOverlakearea,expandthe
transportationanalysis,beinformedbytheoutcomeof the SoundTransitlightrailvoteandrequirea visualanalysisthatdepictsthe
heightof thebuildingformsthatyouarebeingaskedtoenable. Then,developa recommendationthattakesintoaccountthegood
of thecommunityasa whole(FW-2)

Thankyouforyourconsideration,

LauraandMarkModaweli
2618185thAveNE
RedmondWA 98052

r

-
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Jayme Jonas
r

From: donna brethauer [donnabret@hotmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, June 20,200710:19 PM

To: Jayme Jonas

Cc: LoriPeckol; KimDietz

Subject: RE: Overlake Neighborhood Plan Amendment

Hello--

As a prospective Viewpoint neighborhood CAC member, I attended this evening's planning commission
meeting/public hearing and was somewhat surprised by information I heard there.

I understand that part of the current actions is the actual splitting off of the so-called Viewpoint
neighborhood from Overlake, and that the ongoing process to date for Overlake has technically included
Viewpoint such that the policies and decisions made pursuant to the Overlake process will have
significant impact on the Viewpoint neighborhood and CAC process and outputs. I don't understand
why, instead, the direction isn't to slow the process and include Viewpoint residents in the current
Overlake process.

I would have assumed these activities would be transparent to residents of this area. They were not
mentionedat the kickoffmeetingfor Viewpointand I do not recall (in twoyearsof residencehere)
receiving any pulic notifications pertaining to these plans. Also, the email below immediatelyfollows
the conclusion of two significant public hearings.r
Can someone speak to these questions?

Also I would like to know how I can access the distribution list to which the message below and also
Kim Dietz's message postponing the Viewpoint CAC appointment until [all the defining decisions are
already made?] later this year. If participants in the kickoff meeting signed in with contact information, I
wouldalsobe interested in how I can acquire that information.I hopeto opena dialogwithinterested
Viewpoint residents.

Thanks
Donna Brethauer
Viewpoint resident

From: "Jayme Jonas" <JJONAS@redmondgov>
To: "Jayme Jonas" <JJONAS@redmondgov>
CC: "Lori Pecko/" <LPECKOL@redmondgov>, "Kim Dietz" <KDIETZ@REDMOND.GOV>
Subject: Over/ake Neighborhood Plan Amendment
Date: Fr~ 1 Jun 200711:38:50 -0700

Dear potential Viewpoint Citizens Advisory Committee members, -
As people involvedin the community,we wanted to informyou about 2 proposals under consideration by the
Redmond Planning Commission for the nearby neighborhood of Overlake. The first, a City-initiatedproposal,
would update the Overlake NeighborhoodPlan policies and regulations and establish a Master Plan to guide
development and investments in the neighborhood. The second, privatelyinitiatedby Group Health, would
amend the Overlake Design Districtregulations.

06/2112007
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The Overlake Neighborhood Plan update project began in 2005 and has included a number of public meetings
including a design workshop last May and two open houses (November 2006 and March 2007). The purpose of
the Neighborhood Plan update is to clarify and enhance the policies and regulations that comprise the Overlake
Neighborhood Plan, including land use; character and design; parks, recreation, open space and the arts;
transportation; public facilities and services; and issues related to the three proposed subareas: Overlake
Village (generally where Sears, Safeway and Group Health are located), Employment Area (generally where
Microsoft and Nintendo are located), and Residential Area (generally Overlake's single-family residential
neighborhoods). The intent of the existing neighborhood policies and regulations has been largely retained in
the proposed update and new concepts such as promotion of housing, parks, and sustainable development are
proposed to promote implementation of the existing neighborhood vision.

The request from Group Health is for revisions in the Overlake Design District regulations to focus on future
opportunities to achieve a compact, mixed-use development on the site which can include substantial residential
development, as well as employment, retail and public recreational opportunities served by transit. The request
proposes that additional floor area and height, up to 12 stories, could be achieved on portions of this site
through the provision of amenities such as a park space, due to the proximity of a high-capacity transit station,
or to facilitate tree retention. The amendment is intended to recognize the special opportunity presented by this
large site which is located adjacent to major employment centers and the Village at Overlake Station transit
facility.

To learn more about these proposals and review documents related to each proposal, please visit the following
website: bJ!Q.l~,J5!gJIlQOg...9_QYllo_§LdecityhaIiLboards/Ql£illolO.9J~y.[~w..~j~~Qand scroll down to the "Overlake
Neighborhood Plan Update and Group Health Requested Amendment" section. There is also a great deal of
information about the Overlake project on the Overlake web pages; the Overlake project home page is:
http://www.redmond.gov/intb.eworks/Overlake/defauIt.aSQ

The Planning Commission began consideration of these 2 items on May 23rd and began a public hearing
on May 30th. The public hearing will remain open through the next 2 Planning Commission meetings:
June 13th and 20th. We hope you will take the time to familiarize yourselves with these amendments and
spread the word throughout your neighborhood so that others might be informed. If you have any questions or
would like more information, please contact Lori Peckol (425-556-2411, Ipeckol@redmond.gov) or Jayme Jonas
(425-556-2496, ]onas@redmond.gQY).

Sincerely,
Jayme Jonas

Jayme Jonas, Assistant Planner
Redmond Planning Department
15670 NE 85th Street, MS 4SPL
Redmond, WA 98073-9710
Phone: (425) 556-2496
Email: jjonas@redmond.gov

-
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Lori Peckol

From: Gail Rice [gail@silverstein-thomas-rice.com]

Sent: Tuesday, August 14, 2007 8:11 AM

To: mayor@redmond.gov; Council; Planning Commission; Lori Peckol; Jayme Jonas

Subject: Overlake Planning

To our Redmond leaders:

I've become aware of the proposed changes to the Overlake area with a possible dramatic jump in
density through the increased building height and residential housing configuration. I'm very
concernedabouttrafficflowthroughthat areaas bothmy husbandand I commutethroughthat
corridor daily (We are residents in the Brae Burn neighborhood who work in Bellevue and Seattle.)
and are already finding the roads heavily congested at various times of day.

We would like to request that our neighborhood be more appropriately informed and our interests are
taken into account prior to formulating a Council recommendation on this matter, particularly as it
relates to the transportation impact all along NE 24th and where it connects to SR 520. I believe
there is a CAC that exists to be a conduit between residents and the various planning
organizations: please utilize the process and broaden your view of who will be impacted by these
changes.

Sincerely,
Gail Rice

GailRice
SilversteinThomasRiceandAssociates
1000N NorthlakeWay.Ste. B
Seattle.WA98103
P206.633.0052m 206.890.8848
fax 1-866-503-1051

r
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Lori Pecka I

Subject:

Christine Enslein [chrisensl@hotmail.com]
Tuesday, August 14, 2007 3:13 PM
mayor@redmond.gov; Council; Planning Commission
Overlake Transportation Planning

From:
/"t:

I am a resident of the Brae Burn community (nearNE 24th St and 182nd Ave
NE) and am concerned about the potential traffic impacts on the proposed
housing developments in the Overlake area. I understand the need for high
density housing near employment centers, however, I am concerned about a
repeat of the Redmond Ridge/Avondale traffic debacle. Traffic solutions,
including high functiong mass transit, need to be in place before 5800 new
housing units are added to our area.

Traffic around Overlake impacts my family directly and substantially. We go
to Overlake area for many daily tasks such as grocery shopping, banking, dry
cleaning, office supplies and for access to SR 520. Please make sure NE 24th
Street does not become the next Avondale Road.

I understand that because I live 2.5 east of the Over lake area that my
neighborhood was not considered to be impacted by the planned housing
development. Please understand that we will be impacted.

Chris Enslein
18221 NE 25th St
Redmond

See what you're getting into...beforeyou go there

~~tp://newlivehotmail.com/?ocid=TXT_TAGHM_migration_HM_viral-Freview_0507

-

r
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Jayme Jonas

From: Gregg Heinemann [heinemannfam@comcast.net]

Sent: Saturday, August 18, 2007 8:25 AM

To: mayor@redmond.gov

Cc: Council; Planning Commission

Subject: Overlake planning

We live in the Viewpoint neighborhood and will effected by the proposed actions. We would like to be included in
the outreach necessary to inform the residents that will be most impacted by the changes proposed by
Redmond staff.

Gregg and Kathy Heinemann
2500 148th Ave NE
Redmond, WA 98052

-

r
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